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Foreword . ,

The Research and Development Utilization (RDU) program was
established in Juné, 1976, as an action research project of the National
Institute of Education (NIE). The program helps schools to sclanfy
and solve local.problems in the areas of basic skiffs and career educa-
tion through the use of innovative R&D products,”A major NIE purpose
in conducting the program s to learn more abgut the management of

b the local school improvemént process and the role that externally

developed R&D products cap play in making itymore efféctive. To this
end, ﬁNovember, 1977, Abt Associates was Gontracted to conduct a
-study"f the RDU program. -

This .préliminary description of the RDU program and. its policy

context 18 intended to provide the study’s major audiegces and , parti-

» cipants with an overviey of the program, the projects it ponsors, the _
research deSIgn of the Abt Assoc:ates study, and finally fhe relevance of
_ the stud} to current etlycational policy decisions at the federal and dtate
levels. It is hoped that this description will serve two purposes. First,
we believe evaluatlon résearch is most useful if it is influenced by the
information needs-of its major consumers. We hope this booklet will
encourage an bngoing dialogue between ourselves and, our major audi-
ences. mana of educatibnal “chdnge programs (mcludmg schaeol
based practifioners), researchers, and policy makers. The section of this
booklet on the policy,context of the research ,is, in fact, based on
~“interviews we haye conducted already with‘a selected group of edyca-
tional policy makers at. 'the federal and g‘te levels. Second, we hbope this

h document will proide RDU program participants (m(.l.udmg school

v level personnel} with 4 wseful orientation to the study in which they,

themselves will be ask to pamcnpata S

.‘ '

.Many individuals within the National Institute of Educawon, the
seven RDU projects, ahd the over 240 schools and school districts under
\study are helping us achieve our goals. Maty Ahn Mllsap and John
Egermeier haye served as federal project officers for onr study., Senta
Raizen, Larry Hutchins, and Ward Mason have had major supervisory .
responsibility for thé program and its svalugtion. Thomas Israel 1s
. the federal RDU Program Manager. Each bf these individuals has played
a major tole in formulating the objectives of the research. The.staffs
of the seven RDU programs and the teachers and administrators of the
schools and schout districgs ¢ngaged in the prugfam have glven generuus
ly of their time and expenence m support of this research.’ 4
\» ; - L
"Wlthm Abt Associates, Kent Chabotar, Diane Kell, James Molltor, j/
heila Rosenblum, Gregory. Spenr.er, 1nd Joseph Zelan have held senlor

) .
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mpons:blll.tml for the design an melementatzon of the ;&search
Margie Schwartz has been responsible for the numerous office manage
ment tasks of the project since it began. Peter Desmond has edited
.this bpoklet, and Joyce Rookdin and Linda Clement are responmble

; |

: -
|

|

for its design. .
Finally’ we sineerely apprecme the contributions of “the policy i
~ v+  makers who offered their thoughts on ouf work. VR
Karen Seashore Louis Michael B. Kane
. Pnnc1pa.l Invest gator * froject Director~
Cambndge, Massachusetts .,
. . September, 1978 - SR
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The RDU Program \ .. -

A number of federally stimulated. efforts in the field of education
have been oriented to finding solutions.to local school problems. As a
result, many local schools, upiversities, and reseaglh organizations have
deVeIoped innovative cumcula training methods, or classroam materials.
Unfortunately, these and other products of educat:onal R&D have ofteft
failed to spread far beyond the places where they were iitially de-
veloped. In education, as in other fields, it seems, that a gap has opened
between khowledge produce:s and the potential consumers of that .
knowledgf, between researchers and practitioners. The result is that

. many schools across the country are struggling with the same problems' .
:» Some try to solve them using local ingenuity — and, in the process, in
vent the wheel many times over. A few pick up on $olutlons that have
. been tried elspwhere but have not necessarily been proven effective. ~
Many resign themse]ves to the status quo. . vy
. .

In recent years, hawever, both fedeéral and state governments have
begun sponsoring dissemination efforts {0 close the gap between the
producers and consumers of new \ed,ucatjonal products and knowledge.

One such effort is urusual in its emphasis on a research based, rational
approach to local school improvement through the use of existing,
validated R&D products. This is the Resgarch and Development Utiliza

tion (RDU) program, establxshqd by the National Institute of Education

(NIE) in 1976. Regarded as an “action research” endeavor, this program .
has been designed to achieve three majoyobjectives: . :

/°
, ® to help schools alleviate specific, locally defmed problems
in the areas of basic skills career education; *
e to help school 'and community personnel learn about the
products of educational R&D;and + « - 7~ . \

-

.® to increase unders.tan‘dmg of how, the local program im-
' provement process can be better managed and become
more effective. - . s

As depicted in Figure 1, the RDU program sponso:s deven pro-
Jects four under the dlrectlon of state éducation agencies (in Pennsyl
vania, Gedrgxa Florida 'and Michigan) and three managed by multi
state consortia (the National Education Association, based in Washing
ton, D.C., The NETWORK Consortium, based in Andover, Massachu -
setts, and 'the Northwest Reading Co ium, based in the state educa
.tion agency in Olympia, Washington l.u.)gvemll coordmatmn of the RDU .
program is the responsibility of NIE’s Program on stsemmatlon and .
Improvement of Practice. \' ’

’ |
’ o 7 .
’ r
s .
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Figure 1

GEDGRAPHICAL Lo{..mou OF R & D UTILIZATION PROGRAM _

. PROJECTS AND SITES
R Nertbrrait mm‘
/ . .
A Michwgan Department of
A . s . .- The NETWORK
- A
e [ . . . annia Depacimant of Education
. N - MNawonal £ducamen Anociatron
" .‘_. A .
a
a * Dspartment of Educiton
. .
1
Florids Department of Educanon
LEGEND ’ :

o Propect Hesdcuaeten

o States o+t winch The NETWORK i are located

A Sute in which Horthwant F;udna Conaortium sites sre fotated
- @ Stite 10 which Navonsl ESua1-on Asotisnion sites ars located

‘ The RDU Projects'

The seven RDU projects share certain programmatic gharacter-’

istics. First, théy have the common goal of improving problem solving
and knowledge utilization in local schools. Since “problem solving”
and “knowledge utilization” are central concepts in the RDU program,
it is useful to distinguish between them:

® Problem solving“has to do with the school’s efforts to
identify basic organizational and instructional dilemmas
and then to choose and implement the b /s to re-
solve them. The range of problems facing any school is
- enormous, from poor staff moralé to lack of adequate
curriculum materials. The RDU program addresses a subset
of these problemst those dealing with basic skills or career

- education. )
¢ Knowledge utilization ts a part of the problem -solving
Y process. It involves the systematic gathering of informa-

”
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tion by the schdol from yarious intergal and external .
sourcés, evaluating that information, and making decisions
about how to use it. Again, the RBU program focuses on |
a subset of knowledge utilization activities: the use of -
externally generated products of educatlonal research and
development. . .

* A second commpn charactenstic is that each ptoject includes in its
design a number of stages through which each school 6r school district is
expected to go in the process of problem solving and knowledge utlhza
tion. Generally, the stages jnclude: - .

. ? .

¢ the identiﬁcation of a problem or set of pro-bjgms; K

¢ examination of alternative solutions to the problem (wnh
the focus on -extemally generated R&D products, such
new materials, conc::pts packages or teaching. methodold-
™ gies); and .. 1

® the selection,
¢ implementatioh, and

] mcorporﬁglon of a solution.

Al

iiowever. some projects deal with only selected stages of this model .
while others hav elaborated a number of substages. . ? - '
. Third, the éxo;ects all deal dlrectly with the local schools or school’
districts being seryed in the progr\.\{n .
. o
L . Fourth, to ordinate the services provitled to the local schools and.

school districts anrg to helP guide the local school personnel, each project
supports two or more “linkifg agents.” The role of the linking agents
yaries among projects. Most operate out of an“intermediate service
agency, or a state education agency, and each serves a specific set of
local schools or schopl districts. . .

Flfth, each prolect stresses the importance gf local decision making
relative to the problem solving and knowledge utilization process. The
linking agents may supply encouragement, advice on substantive issues
and decision making procedures, and access to additional human Br
financtal resources. However, local school personnel must take the initia
tive in idenufymg thej,‘.r problem(s) and deciding on a solution. In most '
projects this is achi VGeLthrough the establishment of local decision
making structures, su% admory counc:ls orJocal action teams.

. ' b
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Finally, each project relies to some extent on a network of tesource

agencies, which cooperate in provnding assistance to schools or perform

. ing other project tasks. These agencies include state educatton agencies,

intermechate service agencies, public and private univérsities and colleges,

federally funded regional educational laboratores, teacher education

centers, and independent research and c.onsultins firms. In some in

stances, workmg relatiunships among these agenc:es have been developed
specifically fot arRDU project. .+ . . i . 't

e

Despite the similanities noted above, there are 'differences among

. the projects in the emphasis on different aspects of the RDU program.

For those who are nterested in the dlstmgmshlng features of the indi

vidual projects, please see Append;x A, AN

The Rletudy -

Abt Associates’ study of the RDU program presents a challenging

opportunity to make major contributions to the understanding of

rational problem solving mn local schools by examining how schools

utilize externally developed R&D products to iptprgve administrative

procgdures and instructional practices. The study also promises to in

Crease the Store gt relevant mform;tmn about the desngn, operation

and results of dissemmatnon programs in educatlon _It. addresses seven

major issues: - "
® how relationships are managed between various agencies
which have the expertise and resources to help local schools
v solve pmblems. '

® to what"degree an intervention program such as RDU

" can help schools overcome bartiers to successful problem

‘ solving (limited access to information, lack of planning .
skills, ete.); -. .

® to what degtee the products of educational R&D are rele-
vant to the problems and ¢ontexts of local schoolsy |

® what _the 1rﬁpaét is of the products c;f educational R&D N
once they have been adopted-and implemented; -

P

® what factors contribute to the institutionalization of the
RDU appmach w;thm a varlety of organizations;

® how linking agents coordinate the flow of external “re- ) s
sources to—schools, and wheﬁﬁer this helps the schools
- . solve problems; and . .




® how efficient the RDU approach is in relation to approaches
taken by other major dissemination efforts. .
Many specific research questions can be derived from these general
* issues. To help reduce the complexxty of the overall undertaking and to
ensure that each issue receives adequate attention, the study has been
divided inta three distinct but interrelated levels of analyms
‘o ’I‘he School Level Study addresses a set of questlom.con-
cerning the -nature and outcomes of the use of external
resourtes in the problem solving process in schools. Tt
will investigate how this process is related to the school’s
problems, existing conditions such as the organizational
environment and resources, and the servicesand resources”
that are delivered to the school during the process. .

' @ The Linking Agent Stud;r offers a framevork for under- -

standing the use of linking agents in programs of man:
aged change. It will defcribe the roles assumed by linking
agents at different stages in the problem solving process
and wheén different ranges and types of services and re-
sources are provided to the schools. ) .
& The Project Level Study provides an opportunity to learn
. about the effectiveness of séveri different types of or.
ganizational networks (the seven projects), each delivering
different types of sérvices and d_resources to schools with
different characteristics and contexts. In addition, ‘the -
Project Level Study will consider the differences (in sttuc-
ture, objec}ives, resources, and tactics) between the RDU
program and several other federally funded programs for
_ managed educational cliange. . ¢ .

NIE has identified three priority target groups for the résults of
the Abt Associates study. These groups are the ones most able to make
immediate contributions to the improvement of existing structures and
.pmctices for managing change. They are the managers of change pro.
grams (including school-based practitioners), policy makers, and re-
searchers. Managers and practitioners need.to know what really works
if they are to solve educational problems. Polity makers at the state
and federal levels require information that will allow them to design
programs that will have the highest probability of impact, given limited
. budgets, and other constraints. Researchers, particularly applied re-
searchers, need accurate information about programs and their results
in order to develop more refined concepts and models of change which
w;ll lead to improved practices in the future.

il
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‘of the context and information needs of the major users of a study.

. . . ‘\ I . {. ' ] _
The Policy Context
Too fr'eqt;entljf, evah:xatlons‘proceed with a limited understandin.g

In order to aveid that mistake, Abt Associates Inc. has begun an ongoing
dialogue with policy makers, reseamhers, and manhagers of Programs,of

educational change. We have already talkéd to 25 policy makers in the

legislative .and executive branches of eral and state government,
These informal interviews, Iastlng approximately one hour each, were

" conducted during Apnl May, and June of 1978, ' . -

[Kcs . - | 12 :

" 1 a ’ - ’ .
The objectlves of these interviews were' )

® to ascert,am the policy relevance and context of the RDU
study;

L}
-

® to make sure that the issues and questions on which this
study has beeri focused-are apptopriate;

¢ to identify addlt:onal questlons that could be answered .
through thisstudy;and . . . ’ S

® to determine the policy makers’ priorities among the issues
« and questions that the study wilt address.

Staff members of MIE's Program on Dissemination and Improve-
ment of .Practice assisted us in the selection of potent:al interviewees. #
In particular, we sought individuals who had experience in, or were
famdiar with, policy decisions rélating to educational problem sol’vmg
and the use and dissemination of educational khowledge. We hoped
these indivnduals would be broadly representative of four dlfferent
groups of policy makers. federal-executive, federal legislative, state- .

* executive, and state-legislative.

”»

The 25 policy makers who ultimagely were lntemewed mcluded 12,
at the federal level and 13 at the state level, with about twice as many,
executive as legislative representatives at each level. The full list of inter
viewees is presented on the inside back cover of this booklet. s

Dunng the interviews, the policy makers were asked to adgress
themselves to three topics: e

-~ . .

o the. im portance of the RDY program and the RDU study,

¢ the televance of the study issues to educatlonal decision
Y maklng, and '

¥ at
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The p'ollcy makers strongl endbrsed both the program and the
_the'geed for a systematic.effor to
he,h ds of the classtbom teachers

Put the latest educattonal tools |

nstéad df on some shelf, The policy make c[)}egreed that.the RﬁU‘ .

progrmr\was right to let lodal scho Is, define their own problems.in
basic "skills and career education, they felt ¢hat focal ,principals and
teachers are in the best positions 'to identify where. they are, where they
. want_to go, and how they &n get there. The information on avajlaile
produicts and services, the finamci&l“resources, and the linkihg agents
provided by“the program,'ﬁelp the schools along rather than drrebtgg

. fhem

L4 -
v.

State polrcy makers common]y expresed apprectatron bf the fed-
eral govérnment’s initiatives in the field of dissemination, dpprpving o)

, the BDU programas well as garlier activities. In partxculpr they wel

» . e

comed the additional resources that federal efforts pro\nde However,
they also acknowledged that the fedef#h government is uniquely able
{1)to qrganize a national expenment with'different approaches to knowl

b

edge utilization aNd problem solving and (2) tocompile data basesof  _

available R&D products that individual states could not hope to dupli
cate on their own. Q, .

]
Seeondly, the ,policy makers felt that a study of how the RDU
program worked a|'|d what 1t accomplished was a worthwhile project
. with many potential m{ormatronal payoffs. Information on the process
and outcomes of .educatio change was sought by some policy
makers, wha mentioned tha# they could take adyantage of this mforrm
tion by making sure that future programs incorporate any context
factors which the study found promoted desirable change and avoid
any which hindered it, Interviewees also thought that th¥ study could”
contribute,to their understanding of how schools solve problems, Kow
well thernal linkage arrangements. work, and what value the prodticts
beipg disserfinated .have."Finally, the possibility that the study might
produce ¢valuative data on the RDU program’s cost-sfféctiveness and |
impact on schools was often mentioned as a major redson why this
study should be conducted.

,
-

Y ~ ¥

*One policy maker did question the timing of the RDU program and
ténsiop, any attempt to study it. Thls co‘ngrersional sta[f member




argued that it is premature to operate a dissemination program for
R . products of unproven effectiveness. It would be preferable, he suggested,
for, Abt Associates to study and venfy the products’-woyth Before NIE

spends any more tim'e or money to-disseminatethem.
3 . .. .

. - LI

Even policy makers who were supportive of. the RDU program
and study advised Abt Associates to make syre that the study was .
relevant to the needs of practitioners and not just other researchers.
Some said they were tired of research reports that amved too late or
were too full of theoretical speculations to help them make the tough
decisions. Seyeral policy makers accented the need for stud, reports to
avoid using ferms unfamiliar to those not currently involved in the
practlce of educational dissemination. It was clear from our interviews
thdt the study’s usefulness would depend in large measure on the extent
to which it produced {imely, practical information that could be under-
stood by a wide range of pebplé in {he educational commumty
' ,

Relevance of the Study Issues
' .. _to Educational Deciéion-Making . .

’

The policy nrakers were asked how much they would value informa

. tion about each of the seven major 1ssues'guiding the study. Our concern

was that "the study should produce reliable data which edugcational

leadets could readily apply to decisioh making. Figure "2 reveals not

only the rankings assigned to the'issues by the interviewees but alsu some
striking differences of opinion between the federa}v and state policy
makers. - ; . .

L\ Inférmation about how much impact R&D products had on schools . -

(Isstte- # 4) was given a high pnority by almost everyone. Many argued

e “hottom line™ of the entire study since other

ed with factors facilitating impact or explain
ing how 1t occ pondent commented that unless the RDU
progranr helped sc each kids in the areas of hasic skills and career .
education, the' &t of the program was intellectually. stimulating but '

, practlcally orthless. Since the policy makefs valued information on this
issue, they also cautioned Abt Associates to be caréful not to attribute
lmpacts to the RDU program in situations where other programs or cir- .
;umstanc% might have produced the apparent cﬁange

’ . T
. There was less agreement among the policy makers concerning the )

other issues. Predictably, federal level interviewees were substaptially
more interested in comparing the RDU program with other federal dis-
semination efforts than were those on the state level (Issue # 7). On the
other handy.many states are currgntly experimenting with linkage ar-
rangements more to strengthen administrative relationships between ®

L ¥
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Figure 2

o

RANKINGS OF STUDY !SSUEJS BY FEDERAL AND S'I‘ATE
POLICY MAKERS

Ran’k!ngs ¥
‘Fed
Policy Makers

Rankings by
. State
Policy Makers

1.

2.

s

w*

How relztions are managed betyeen

various agencies which have the exper- 5 . T3
“use and resources to assist locaf -

Bhools in problem solving

To what degree an intervention pro-

gram such a3 RDU can help schools

overcome barriers to successful prob- | 3
“lem solving (limited access to informa.

tob, fack ot-planning skills, etc.) -

To what degree the products of e&bca-
tional R&D -are relevant to the problems 7

and contexts of local schools -

v .
" What the imgacius.of the products of
educational B&D once they have 1
been adopted;and mplemented
What factors contribute to the insti- =
tutlonahzmon of the RDU aproach , 4 6
within a vaubw of organizations -,

How lmkiﬁg dgents coordinate the
flow of exterhal resources to schools,
and whether this helps the schools *
solve problems , ’

How efficient the RDU approach is
in relation to approaches taken by 2 7
other major dissemination efforts |

NOTE: The issue assipned the highest -
priority is ranked #1, the second ' . .
highest #2, and so on. | ' .
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the state department and local districts than to dise’mine'ate knowledge —
and these policy makers\ were eager for information about how'linking
agents work (Issue .#,6). The statelevel emphasis on reinforcing state
local tres might also account™pr theit fairly, high ranking of the issues
on the mahagement of integorganizational relatidnships (Issue # 1).

When asked for specific examples df how they would usé infor-
mation about vanous issues, the federal policxy makers mentioned several
pending decisions which_could be influenced by a study of the RDU
program: »

- * A |
»

® expansion of (?prrent kno:.ﬂedgg dissemination and utiliza-

-
-—

tion activities; ° .
, ‘ ., v \/ »
® reauthonzition of the Elementary and'Secondary Educa-
& Lty o .
tion Act;, <, . .

»

-~ SO =, -
. reaﬁthoﬁzatlb_n of “the National Institute of Education,
" especially consideration of its appropriate role in knowl-
*- edge dissemgnation;
e annual appropnations for NIE in particular nd HEY in -
general;and * -

e , .

» ® apphcability of 'a_fn aguculttral “‘extension agent'’ model to
education,*a national_commbnication network could be
estdblished .{g .1nfo calional practitioners about in-
novative educatjonatpradu \\ '

o

The state-fevel ‘policy makers. Gbsgrved that decisions relating to ™\

some states’ plans fdr/decentrallzm_ge ficationa! authonity could wel! be
inflyfenced by RDU program information. THe studygmight help state
agencies develop niechanisms for.linking them with what the schools

. _are duing. Other,possible uses of study data in'state-level decision making

included the development of statewide compilations of available educa
tional products, sttengthening of school linkages with universities, and
state technical asgistance®in local problem solving.

The policy makers also were asked to react to lists of potengial
research questions that had been generated for each of the thgee levels
of analy¥s in tﬁg’Abt. Associates study (school, linking agent, and pro
sect). For those interested in the policy makers’ perceptions of the most
gnportant levels of analysis and ;gbearch questions, please see Appendix

»
.

»




;_ﬁl?ﬁlaris) for the Study

. Abt Avsoclates design fqr the RDU study envjsi
variety of data collection strategles Over the neft two years, these
strategies will include site visits to, telephone and in person interviews

, Wwith, and mail surveys of: - .

’
k . . '

. 'cgngral.RUU p'r,t%zét staff;

‘o teachers and administralors; *

~

, @ linking agents;
e NIE officialsi and . .

. . ® representatives of other federal programs for dissemination ‘
and focal program improvement. . -
In addition, project documents such as activity logs, budget and
evaluation reports, and organmat;on charts will be used to address many
of the research questions. a great quantity of anecdotal and
~ descriplive data, plus site-s lfic analyses will be available from c? \
studies being produced by researchers who have been employed for tHis
purpose by each of the individual projects. About six to eight case '
studies are being written Yor each project, following commen formats
. . and outlines prepared especially to ensure the relevance of the case .
" studies to the overall RDU study.

Integrating and dhalyzing the#vast amounts of quant:tatwe and
* qualitative data being generated for this study will be a challenging_ Y
undertaking. This task will be made simpler by \focusmg on the three”
different levels of analysis. Although the conceptual, models™and vari
ables for these l&xels of analysis are compatible, they dlso can be viewed
. independently, thus simplifying not only\the analysis but also the .
' .‘reportmz Vg : ‘; . .

At least three types of reports w1l,l be produced: \ . ) 1

. [ ] summa.l"y reports which h:ghl:ght the issues’ and 'optlons
, concerned with a particular program tOplc,
L] wsue-onented reports which provide somewhatmore depth R
on a giten topic, than would a summary repl)rt and are
aimed.at explaining RDU ty¢ctics and procedures; and ~,
- w

' | -
\

- ‘i *
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N technical reports, which contain detailed data findings and -
justification of analyses to support the description and coh-
clusions contained in the other two types of reports,

While the final resuits of the study will not be available until the fall of
1980, preliminary reports will be produced beginning in the fall of 1978
as indicated in Figure 3. - ' ‘ .t

Questions about the RDU study should be directed to Karen Sea- s
shore Louis or Michael B. Kane at Abt Associates Inc. {617/492-7100). |
Further, information about the RDU program 15 available from Thomas "

Isragl of NIE's Program on Dissemination and Tmproyement of Practice .
(202/254.5510). * ’ '
. ; .

. L]
. .
- . ;
. »
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%E RELATIONSHIP OF DATA SOURCES, LEVELS OF ANALYSIS, REPORTS, .
. AND AUDIENCES IN THE STUDY OF THE R&D UTILIZATION PROGRAM — ‘ -
s - R ~ —_~ o . N
DATA SQURCES LEVEL OF -ANALYSIS . REPQRT PRIMARV ;\UDIENCE
. e —‘--- —_ . * e " R
) ‘ ‘ = Report of Special Study of Seiected R&O Outcomes (1979} —»- Pohcy Makers (NIE) :
_ . Schoo! Level Stud "I ¥} IntenmReport torEducationat Practitionets {1979) ——————p Managers
. - i , Y T = Final Report 10 Educational Practitioners (1980} ———————= Managers . o
- . l - < r * Special Report on Sel«:!ef! RDU Sites {1980) ——————— 4= Researchers
Site Viuts | v . I . .
: . [] -—r -
Tet Interviews I o ] l g Report on Linking Agent Support and Training {1979) e— Managers
‘w I?‘f‘“m : Uﬂklnﬂ mn‘ Studv | . \ N <
Mal} Bucveys l . ' ‘ s Case Manual for Linking Agent Trgning f1980)___‘.. Managers .
Project Documents | I I ! 4 .
Cate Studies - D . '
* I - I —p- Report on Project Management Issues and Practices (1979) empe Managers \
. i Project Level Study . - . . )
! L ) _J —— Special Report on Role of NIE (1979) # Policy Makers {NIE}
. . A S— 1 O — 2 - ] tn ,
‘ .
\ " - . * Y ‘
. . ! [ intenm Report orrimportant Policy Questions (1978)———= 'Pohcy Makers (NIE)
{ ™" Interim Report on RDU Program (1978} = Researchers/Polrcy Makers
. (NIE}
. N pe~ Memorandum on a Dnssemlnstlonlonﬂusronlcnnqo —=—p.. Policy Makers (NIE)'
‘ . " Research Agenda {1979) .
. . B = Finat Report on Important Policy Questions =t POlicy Makers
J sand Recommendations for Federal Policy - « . . .
~ n Support of Educitona? f.‘hmﬂm .
R = Final Report af RDY °u:dv {1980} S Rmuc!_i'ersfPohcy Makers
£t — Execuuve Summary of RDU Study (1980} —t Polily Makers
Q Lot Atpicie OF News Relem to General Public (3950) g Gemul Pubhc

19”" o




~ Appendix A -

s

RDU Project Descriptions - .

* .

. Penmy!va 4 Department of Education, The pa.rt:clpatmg agenci
" of the Pennsylvania RDU project, in addition to the Pennsylvania D ?\
partment of Education, are Research for Betfer, Schools (a regional
- eJucatlonal laboratory), Research and Information Services for Educa-
uon {an independent information and dissemination service), the Learn-
, ing Research and Development Center_at the Umverslty of Pittsburgh,
., and two of the state’s intermediate service agencies. Two full-time
linking agents’— one in each intermediate service agency, egch working
with five schools — serve as the primary project contacts for their re-
spective schools and coordinate all project services to.those schools.
In addition, they frequently visit the schools. to carry out needs assess-
ment activities and to assist in group planning and decision making
sessions, The project’s problem solvnng model, which was developed
by the part:cnpatlng resoutce agencm, involves numercus defined steps,
“including a series of formal sessions at the school sites. Th ons
are attended not only by the local action team and the linking aglépt
but also by a team of resource agency perscpnel.

b ) Georgja Department of Education. The emphasis of the RDU

trict) capacities in the early stages of plarining,and»program selection.
To achieve this purpose, services and funds are being provided. ‘to 38
participating schoo! districts to assist them through these early stages.
The implementation phase of the problem solving model is subsequently
carried out with federal funds available through the state Department of
Education under Title TV C of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. The school distticts pammpatmg in* the project are located in 3 .
o1 the state's 16 intermediate service agegcies. Each of the participating
service agencies employs frony one to four linking agents — most of

.. whom serve part{ime in this role — to assist the focal school personnel
In carrying out their planning and program. selection_activities. The
extent of involvemrent of these linking agents,in the local site activities
varies considerably. some offer extensive personal assistance and ocon-
- sultation, others simiply moritor and provide liaison to ptolect’ staff at
thestate level.  °

.

<

~m

.
[ »

. Florida Department of Education. Under this project, the Florida
Department of Education is dBve1oping a linkage system involving the
Department, several umverstt)gs in the state (including Florida State
University and the University of Florida), eight of the state’s Teacher
Education Centers (TECY), approxlmately 30 schools in the elgh; TEC

- 4

project in Georgia is on building local educational agency {school dis

8{‘
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areas, and various other agencies. A distinctive feature of this project is
that ¢raining in group problem solvnng techniques is proyided .not only
to the linking agents (one of whom is located in each TEC) but also to
selected local school staff, called “school site facilitators.” The school
site facilitators, with the help of their respective linking agents, are
responsible for leading the staff at their sités through the, entire problem
solving and knowledge utilization process. The TEC linking agents
play an important monitoring and facilitating role., Their involvement
with the prolect ranges from half- to full-time. E\ach school is also
asglgned a university- based' I:nker, who plays a less active, consultative
role . . ’

£

Michigan Department of Education. The RDU project in Michigan \"(
is designed to; help local sites meet the requirements of state career
education leglslat:on passed—in 1974. One of the project’s major objec
tives is to develop a permanent dissemination and diffusion system in
career education. Because of this emphasis on building a permanent
system, the project is attempting to work- with existing structures, .
rather than building new ones. Part of this strategy 1s to use as linking
agents the 49 Career Education Planning District (CEPD) coordinators
located within the state's participating intermediate service agencies.

The CEPD coordinators are responsible for monitoring, assisting and
documenting project-related activities at the site level. However, this
project differs from most of the RDU projects in that 1t places less .
emphasis on the linking agent role, in fact, the pmJect provzdm no
salary support fthe CEPD coordinators. The primary strategy is to ,
provide direct training and programmatic funds to coordinators who
« ary staff members at the local sites, thus building the sites’ internal
pacity for pursuing a problemrsolving sequence and implementing
nnovative programs in career education. Fortynine school or school
district sites {one each in all but 5 of the state’s 54 intermediate service
s districts) are assisted through this projéct. . .
A S

National Education Association., The National Educatlon Asso- .
ciation (NEA) operates this project in collaboration with the state educa
tion agencies and corresponding state education associations in 12
states. Alabama, California, Iowa, Massachusetts, chh:gan, Minnesota, -
Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Washington, Wxsconsm, and 'Wyom'ing / ..
In contrast to most of the other RBU projects, this project focuses on |
teacHer inservice education problems. Local inservice education cEna

Il

mittees in_approximately 60 school districts decide or local ngeds for

. ¢ teather inservice educatiom and communicate these needs {via a t
i free telephone call) to one.of two information specialists in NEA's
Wasl;nngton, D.C. office. Making use of an information system eontain
ing descriptions of hundreds of i msemce training programs, the informa
tion spe’ailsts then select those inservice educatwn packages that jeem

EKC o . \ “ R LA
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most .appropnate and send descriptions of these packages to the site
Onssite. support for needs assessment and problem identification is pro-
vided by two linking agents in each state, who also train the local staff
in how to utilize the information system. One of these linking agents
(“state facilitators’) 15 a staff member of ‘the state education agency,
and the other 1s on the staff of the state education association. Each
commuts about 10-15% of his or her time to the RDU project. \ *

The NETWORK. Under the overall management of The NET |
WORK, a nonprofit rescarch and service organization in Andover, ' |
Massachusetts, a consortium of agencies in six states has been formed to |
improve the utiization of R&D products in reading in selected local

' schools. The six-state consortium 1s designed so that the member
agenctes reflect a vanety of organizational 'types. In Minnesota, the
agency involved 1s a teacher center associated with a university, in
Washington, a local schodl distnct, in California, a regional educational
laboratory sponsored by NIE, in Kansas, an independent statewide
educational diffusion organization, in Connecticut, a cooperative service
agency supported by local school districts, and in Massachusetts, a
division of The NETWORK 1tself. Approximately 25 school sites are
served by the project’s linking agents, one of Whom is located in each of
the six member agencies of the consortium. The project relies very
heavily on these linking agents, who are committed to the project
approximately full time. Particular importance is given to their role as
managers of the change process who coordinate both the internal and
the external resources necessary for problem solving and R&D product
utilization. A considerable amount of direct technical assistance and
support 1s provided to the linking agents by the central project office..

Northwest Reading Consortium. This project, under the overall
) direction of the Washington state education agency, is operated as a
- consortium of four states in the Northwest. Washingtgn, Oregon, Alaska,
and Idaho. The project builds upon the existing Right to Read (R2R)
programs in the four states. (Right to Read is a nationwide program
sponsored by the U.S. Office of Education to eliminate functional
illiteracy.) Each of the approximately 40 participating schools s an .
R2R school. Considered an extension of the R2R experience, the pro
ject 1s providing the schools with th®knowledge and resources to seek
R&D based solutions to problems identified thréugh comprehensive
needs dsséssments. The field work with the local schools is done by a
full-time Linking agent housed at each of four linking agencies these
include intermediate service districts in Washington, Oregon and Alaska,
and a unwversity in Idaho. An additional affiliate of the Consortium,
the Northwest Regional Laboratory, is respoysible for training the link
ing agents and also compiling the “knowledrge base” of available R&D
products to which the schools can refer. ' .

s

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Appendix B ~ 7 =
) ) I

Usefulness of the Levels
¢  of Analydis and Research Questions

Even large scale social research like the RDU program study needs
to set priorities among the many phenomena it might investigate. For
each of the levels of analysis (school, linking agent, and project), Abt
Assoclates generated lists of potential research questions which a study .
of the RDU program might address. To assist us in focysing on the most
important questions, the policy makers were asked to identi{y the three.
or four at each level of analysis which imed most relevant to their
planning and decision making agenda. lkl ]

The policy makers were most interested in the results of the School . 4
Level Study because they felt that the RDU ptogram would succeed
or fail in the schools. The questions which were viewed as most pertinent

to the policy mmakers’ educational and administrative concerns were

- 3 . .
® What pre-existing conditions in sghools and school dis- .
. . lricts are associated with success or failure of various
. RDU activities? -

e What combinations of internal-external resources and
tactics are-related to various measures of success?

® What types of information are considered most useful to  *
problem solying groups during various activities in the RDU

process? © *° -

', Fqur questions in the Linking AgenLSt-ng were given a high
priority by the policy makers: ° .
4 f

* o What characteristics of the Tinking agents’ orgahizational

.

.
L

i

ng ald or 1m e iheir role

» o How does the involvement.of linking, agents affect the
school’s effectivel}a's and responsiveness to social change?

‘o Wha!t, types of training_ programs, 'prientation/ Inaterials,
"N organizational settings,g)and other support mechanisms
™~  should be developed and provided for linking age'nts‘i’ ‘

® What do linking agents do? How is the linking agent role J
defined? How dogs this role compare with other similar

roles such as change agent or'consultant? ~ -

X <

ey 4 : 23_ . . 17



. Of the questlons in the Pro;ect Level Study, policy makers were
", + most interested-in the following: ) .
d What are the consequences of differences in procedures,

. ’ status, structure, or goals for cooperation between organ-
izations involved in RDU programs? How do RDU project
directors deal with differences between orgamzatlons

v o wnthm thelr network? . -

T b S

. . What gpec:ahzed functions.can best he performed by what
' types of organizations at various stages in the problem
solving pxocess"

¢ What types of interorganizational relationships are most
likely to be-institutionalized? What actions can be taken to
ease this procesd?
® What are the costs of developing and sustﬁmmg interorgan-
izational —relationships of the type utilized in the RDU
pmJects" . s
| s
. ® How do projects sponsored by the RDU, Mational Diffu- A
sion Network, State Capacity Building Gran , and Demon-
. stration and Technical Assmtance.pzograms liftér in their
’ strueture, specific objectives, types of resourges they draw’
upon 1n the change effqrt, and the specific tactics brought -
‘to bear on ¢ ient problem solving? To what extent can vary-
ng outcom of these projects be attributedsto,the inter-
1 program differehces? . .

-
|
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